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REMARKS 

In the parent application, Ser. No. 1 0/6 11, 791 filed June 30, 2003, an advisory action 
dated June 17, 2005, proposed that new issues were raised in Applicants previous response to the 
Final Office Action (dated April 13, 2005) which would required further consideration and/or 
search. The present continuation application has been filed to further prosecute claims 1-6, 8-13, 
15-21 , 23 and 24. Thus, the instant Preliminary Amendment will address the rejections from the 
Final Office Action. 

Claims 1-2, 4-6, 8-13, 15-21, 23 and 24 remain in the application. Independent claims 1, 
8, 18 and 23 have been amended to include the limitations of the first width of at least one signal 
trace being located in a signal trace anti-pad region that extends from the center of the via to 
slightly past the edge of an anti-pad region. Support for this amendment may be found at page 8, 
lines 1 1-13, for example. Claims 3 has been cancelled, and claim 10 has been amended for 
clarity. No new subject matter has been added with these amendments. 
A. 35U.S.C.S103fa^ 

M.P.E.P. 706.02Q) sets forth the standard for a Section 1 03(a) rejection: 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria 
must be met First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in 
the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or combine reference 
teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. 
Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach 
or suggest all the claim limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make 
the claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must 
both be found in the prior art, and not based on applicant's disclosure. In 
re VaecK 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

Zhu -Claims 1.2. 4-6. 8-11. 13. 15. 17. 23 and 24 
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Claims 1,2, 4-6, 8-1 1, 13, 15, 17, 23 and 24 stand rejected (claim 3 having been canceled) 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the U.S. patent No. 6, 856,210 issued to 
Zhu et. ai. (hereinafter "Zhu") (Office Action, page 2). The Office contends that it would have 
been obvious to lower the impedance discontinuity from 5 ohms to 1 ohms in order to use the 
circuit in a high frequency microwave band (Office Action at page 2). However, even if we 
assume for the sake of argument that it may be generally true to lower the impedance 
discontinuity from 5 ohms to 1 ohms in order to use the circuit in a high frequency microwave 
band, "to establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations must 
be taught or suggested by the prior art." In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981,180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 
1974). 

With respect to independent claims 1, 8, 1 8 and 23, these claims have been amended to 
contains the limitation of the first width of at least one signal trace being located in a signal trace 
anti-pad region that extends from the center of the via to slightly past the edge of an anti-pad 
region. Zhu does not teach or even suggest the limitations of the first width extending past the 
edge of the anti-pad region. The Office refers to FIG. 1 for an example of the first width 
{ extending past the edge of the anti-pad region, however, FIG. 1 does not include a description of 
j a signal trace comprising a first width that is wider than a second width. 

i 

! 
I 

In addition, Zhu appears to teach away from amended claims 1, 8, 18 and 23 since FIG/7 

! 

i 
I 

.; (which the Office suggests discloses a first width wider than a second width) discloses the first 
width not extending past the edge of the anti-pad region. Zhu in fact discloses the first width 

■ 

shorter in length than the anti-pad region (503) (see FIG. 7 and col. 5, lines 19-21 of Zhu). 
Because the dependent claims 2, 4-6, 9-1 1,13, 15, 17 and 24 (which depend from independent 
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claims 1, 8, 18 and 23) are allowable for at least the reason as depending from allowable base 
claims, Applicants are not addressing further the rejections of the dependent claims at this time. 
Therefore, claims 1,2, 4-6, 8-1 1, 13, 15, 17, 23 and 24 are not rendered obvious under Zhu. 
Zhu in view of Arabi-Claims 16. 18. 19 and 21 

Claims 16, 18, 19 and 21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zhu in view of the U.S. patent No. 6,50 1 ,278 issued to Arabi et. al. (hereinafter 
"Arabr VOfTice Action, page 4). The Office contends that it would have been obvious to have a 
TOR probing system where the ground pad is grounded as taught by Arabi (Office Action at page 

t 

5). However, "to establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim 
limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art." In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981,180 USPQ 
580 (CCPA 1974). 

With respect to independent claims 8 and 18, these claims have been as described above. 
Zhu, either alone or in combination with Arabi does not teach or even suggest the limitations of 
amended claims 8 and 18, from which claims 16, 19 and 21 depend. Because the dependent 
claims 16, 19 and 21 are allowable for at least the reason as depending from allowable base 
claims, Applicants are not addressing further the rejections of the dependent claims at this time. 
Therefore, claims 16, 1 8, 19 and 21 are not rendered obvious under Zhu in view of Arabi. 
Zhu in view of Arabi and further in view of Pon-Claims 12 and 20 
Claims 12 and 20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zhu 

! 

| in view of the Arabi and further in view of U.S. patent No. 4,517,535 issued to Pon et. al. 
j (hereinafter "Pon^ fOffice Action, page 6). The Office contends that it would have been obvious 
to use a SMA to connect high frequency signals from a signal line device to a circuit board trace. 
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(Office Action at page 6). However, "to establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed 
invention, all the claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art." In re Royka, 
490F.2d 981,180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974). 

With respect to independent claims 8 and 18, these claims have been amended as 
described above. Zhu, either alone or in combination with Arabi and Pon, does not teach or even 
suggest the limitations of the amended claims 8 and 18, from which claims 12 and 20 depend. 
Therefore, claims, 12 and 20 are not rendered obvious under Zhu in view of Arabi and further in 
view of Poil 

In view of the foregoing remarks, the Applicants request allowance of the application. 
Please forward further communications to the address of record. If the Examiner needs to 
contact the below-signed Attorney to further the prosecution of the application, the contact 
number is (503) 264-0944. 



Dated: 



September 22, 2005 



c/o Blakely, Sokoloff, Taylor & Zafinan, LLP 
12400 Wilshire Boulevard 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 



Respectfully submitted, 



/Kathv Ortiz/ 



Kathy Ortiz 

Attorney for Applicants 
Reg. No. 54,351 
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